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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the pre-appeal brief filed on 6/1 5/2006. 
This action is made Non-Final. 

2. In the amendment, claims 1, 7-10, 13-15, 18-20, 26-27, and 29-32 are pending in the 
case. Claims 1, and 26-27 are independent claims. 



3. The rejections of claims 1, 7-10, 13-15, 18-20, 26-27 and 29-30 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kanevsky (Pat.# 6,300,947 Bl, 10/9/2001), have been 
withdrawn as necessitated by the newly applied prior art. 

4. The rejections of claims 31-32 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanevsky as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Hind et al, hereinafter Hind 
(Pat.# 6,463,440 Bl, 10/8/2002), have been withdrawn as necessitated by the newly applied prior 
art. 

Drawings 

5. The drawings filed on 9/30/2003 have been accepted by the Examiner. However, the 
drawing filed on 1/31/06 has not been accepted, since this drawing is a copy of fig 1 as submitted 
on 9/30/2003. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
6. The rejections of claims 1-26 under 35 U.S.C. 101 have been withdrawn as necessitated 
by the amendment. 

Double Patenting 

7. • The rejections of claims 1-8, 26-27 provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101, 
have been withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 7-10, 13-15, 18-20, 26-27, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kanevsky (Pat.# 6,300,947 Bl, 10/9/2001), in view of Hill et al, 
hereinafter Hill (Pat.# 6,023,714, 2/8/2000, as disclosed on pto-892 mailed on 1 1/1/2005). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Kanevsky discloses receiving a web page at a client. The 
web page contains CGI instructions for displaying it, and its components. The CGI instructions 
contain scripts which are programs indicating parameters, such as the type of computer, pc, 
laptop, etc., for the display of the web page, which is adapted at the server - a markup language 
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document that specifies a web page for rendering on a display of the client device, wherein the 
specification of the web page further comprises, for at least one component of the web pages— 
(col. 7, lines 57-col.8, line 42). 

Moreover, Kanevsky discloses interpreting URL instructions containing information 
regarding the content of web pages to determine whether or not the web pages meet certain 
criteria, such as a device characteristics— evaluating one or more factors to yield an evaluation 
result- (col. 7, lines 57-col.8, line 42). 

Moreover, Kanevsky discloses selectively displaying certain group of component(s) of 
the web pages received by a client computer from a server, such as icons, text, images, etc, based 
upon the interpretation of the URL instructions, and the device's characteristics- using the 
evaluation result to select a particular one of the plurality of alternative selectable views of a 
particular component, rendering on the display the web page with the selected view; receiving at 
the client device, syntax defining a plurality of alternative views of the component — (col.7, lines 
42-67, col.8, lines 44-67, col. 11, lines 1-62, col.2. lines 1-44, fig.10-15). Kanevsky fails to 
explicitly teach receiving at the client device a markup language document comprising 
conditions under which each of the views should be selected for rendering; evaluating at the 
client device, and using the evaluation result at the client device. However, Hill teaches a web 
page, which contains a layout generator, which determines the type of modification to be 
performed on the web page, to be displayed on a client, depending on the conditions or 
capabilities of a display device (col.9, lines 9-67, colli, lines 4-23). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Kanevsky, and Hill, for 
all the reasons shown by Hill, including formatting a web page based upon the capabilities of a 
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client device (col.2, line 1-24). This would provide an efficient method for optimizing web pages 
to conform to the capabilities of a display device. 

Regarding claim 7, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively displaying 
certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, etc, based 
upon the interpretation of the URL instructions, and the device's characteristics — the syntax 
defining the plurality of alternative selectable views are specified using a scripting language 
syntax -- (col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 8, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively displaying 
certain group of component(s) of the web pages, such as icons, text, images, etc, split up in a 
hierarchical fashion, based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions, and the device's 
characteristics (col. 11, lines 1-62, col.2, lines 1-44, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 9, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively displaying 
certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, etc, based 
upon the interpretation of the URL instructions — executable logic—, and the device's 
characteristics (col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 10, which depends on claim 7, Kanevsky discloses selectively 
displaying certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, 
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etc, based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions — logic—, and the device's 
characteristics (col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 13, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively 
displaying certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, 
etc, based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions, and the device's characteristics — 
dynamic factor pertaining to the client device (col.8, lines 24-67, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 14, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively 
displaying certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, 
etc, based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions received over the Internet — network-, 
and the device's characteristics — dynamic factor (col.8, lines 24-67, col.4, lines 58-67, col. 13, 
lines 31-67, fig. 10- 15). 

Claim 15 is directed towards the steps found in claim 1, and therefore is similarly 
rejected. 

Regarding claim 18, which depends on claim 15, Kanevsky discloses selectively 
displaying certain group of component(s) contained within the HTML web pages, such as icons, 
text, images, etc, into various pages based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions and 
the device's characteristics, such as screen size (col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, col. 11, 
lines 14-67, fig.10-15). 
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Regarding claim 19, which depends on claim 15, Kanevsky discloses splitting up a web 
page into hierarchically linked pages based upon priority, and the interpretation of the URL 
instructions and the device's characteristics, such as screen size (col 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 
16-34, col.2, lines 2-19, fig. 10-1 5). 

Regarding claim 20, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses selectively 
displaying certain group of component(s) of the HTML web pages, such as icons, text, images, 
etc, based upon the interpretation of the URL instructions — reference to logic --, and the device's 
characteristics, such as an external pc, laptop, etc., which evaluate, and adapt the web page (col. 
11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, col.17, lines 1-67, fig.10-15). 

Claims 26-28 are directed towards a computer program product on a computer-readable 
medium for storing the steps found in claims 1, 22, and 24 respectively, and therefore are 
similarly rejected. 

Regarding claim 29, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses splitting up a web 
page into hierarchically linked pages based upon the device's characteristics, such as screen size, 
pixel display area, etc., -window size (coL8, lines62-67, col. 11, lines 1-62, coL8, lines 16-34, 
col.2, lines 2-19, fig. 10- 15). 
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Regarding claim 30, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses splitting up a web 
page into hierarchically linked pages based upon the device's characteristics, such as screen size, 
pixel display area, etc., —a current display processing load on the client device (col.8, lines 62- 
67, col. 1 1, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, col.2, lines 2-19, fig.10-15). 



10. Claims 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kanevsky, in view of Hill as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Hind et al, hereinafter Hind 
(Pat.# 6,463,440 Bl, 10/8/2002). 

Regarding claim 31, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses splitting up a web 
page into hierarchically linked pages based upon the device's characteristics, such as screen size, 
pixel display area, etc., (col.8, lines 62-67, col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, col.2, lines 2- 
19, fig. 10- 15). Kanevsky fails to explicitly teach the one or more evaluated factors comprises 
applications currently executing at the client device. Hind discloses ensuring that a specific 
browser is running on the device (col. 3, lines 12-48). In other words, this would exclude any 
other browser running in the device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Kanevsky, and Hind for all the reasons outlined by 
Hind above, including reducing the cost of transmitting the document and increasing the 
likelihood that sufficient storage space will be available for receiving the document. 
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Regarding claim 32, which depends on claim 1, Kanevsky discloses splitting up a web 
page into hierarchically linked pages based upon the device's characteristics, such as screen size, 
pixel display area, etc., (col.8, lines 62-67, col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, col.2, lines 2- 
19, fig. 10- 15). Kanevsky fails to explicitly teach the one or more evaluated factors comprises 
network connections currently open at the client device. Hind discloses filtering images, audio, 
etc., from a markup document based upon a device's physical capabilities (col. 3, lines 12-48). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Kanevsky, and Hind for all the reasons outlined by Hind above, including reducing the 
cost of transmitting the document and increasing the likelihood that sufficient storage space will 
be available for receiving the document 



Response to Arguments 
1 1 . Applicants arguments filed 6/1 5/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
moot in light of the new grounds of rejection above. The Applicant notes that there is no teaching 
in Kanevsky for receiving at the client device, syntax defining a plurality of alternative views of 
the component and conditions under which each of the views should be selected for rendering 
markup language document comprising a syntax defining a plurality of alternative views of the 
component and conditions under which each of the views should be selected for rendering as 
amended (pagesl5-16). The Applicant is directed toward the rejection of this limitation above in 
light of the newly applied prior art reference. 
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Conclusion 

II. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Cesar B. Paula whose telephone number is (571) 272-4128. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on (571) 272-4124. However, in such a case, please 

allow at least one business day. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 

obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, go to http ://p ortal . uspto . go v/external/portal/pair . Should you have any questions about 

access to the Private PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866 

217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this Action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Of faxed to: 

• (571)-273-8300 (for all Formal communications intended for entry) 



ill 

CESAR PAULA 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

11/14/06 



